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Directed by: Elizabeth L. Jones, John Bruni, and Carl Myers 
Department of Psychology Western Kentucky University 
A survey was conducted to examine current training practices of NASP accredited 
specialist programs. Information was gathered through a mailed survey to NASP 
accredited school psychology Ed.S. training programs across the United States. Of the 97 
training programs to whom surveys were sent, 56 surveys were returned and 51 were 
considered usable (53% return rate). The survey respondents were divided into groups 
according to self-reported program emphasis. Thirty-one programs reported emphasizing 
traditional assessment (Traditional Programs), while 20 programs reported other areas of 
emphasis (Other Programs). An independent t-test indicated that Traditional Programs 
offer significantly higher amounts of training in traditional assessment than Other 
Programs. A Chi-square analysis revealed that approximately half of the Traditional 
Programs have not changed training in assessment; however, the remaining Traditional 
Programs showed shifts by an equal number of them increasing and decreasing the 
amount of training in assessment as compared to 5 years ago. Several differences in level 
of preparation of program graduates were indicated by a descriptive discriminant analysis. 
These differences are consistent with program emphasis. 
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Introduction 
This researcher investigated training practices currently emphasized in school 
psychology training programs that grant an educational specialist degree. The National 
Association of School Psychology (NASP) is the recognized learned society that 
credentials master's, specialist, and doctoral level school psychology training programs. 
NASP specifies training standards for graduate programs to meet accreditation (Carey & 
Wilson, 1994). These standards pose minimum guidelines for best training and practices 
in school psychology. First, an overview of NASP training standards will be presented. 
Within this overview, past NASP standards will be compared with the current standards 
and current literature concerning the new training standards. Recommended training 
standards for the field of school psychology will then be presented. The second section 
will present a proposed survey to gather information about NASP accredited specialist 
programs. 
Overview of NASP Training Standards 
The NASP Standards for Training Programs, Field Placement Programs and 
Credentialing Standards (National Association of School Psychologists [NASP], 1994) 
was developed to ensure that individuals preparing for careers in school psychology 
receive the critical content and training experiences. This document provides school 
psychology graduate programs with guidelines to use as a basis for program development 
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and evaluation. In addition, this document serves as a foundation for the accreditation of 
programs (NASP, 1994). Graduate programs that meet NASP's standards receive 
national accreditation, and graduates of these accredited programs are accepted by most 
state certification boards for certification with only documentation of transcripts. 
History of NASP Training Standards 
The Guidelines for Training Programs was first developed by NASP in 1972. 
However, these guidelines were never strictly enforced and were revised in 1976. In 
1978 the final adoption of Standards for Training Programs in School Psychology was 
completed recommending that school psychology students complete a 60-hour degree 
program and a 1-year internship to meet minimum requirements (Carey & Wilson, 1994). 
Two other documents serve to guide personnel preparation in school psychology. 
The National School Psychology Inservice Training Network published the School 
Psychology: Blueprint for Training and Practice statement in 1984 (Carey & Wilson, 
1994). The goal of this document was to help define the role, functions, and training 
needs of school psychologists (Ysseldyke, Reynolds, & Weinberg, 1984). This document 
outlines the functions that school psychologists could and should be performing. To 
expand on each of the roles presented in School Psychology: Blueprint for Training and 
Practice, a much larger document entitled School Psychology: The State of the Art was 
compiled. Various authors provided a summary of the school psychology knowledge 
base and an annotated bibliography for each topical area (Ysseldyke et al., 1984). At the 
same point in time that these documents were published, NASP began revisions on the 
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Standards for Training and Field Placement in School Psychology in 1984; these 
revisions were adopted and put into effect in 1987. 
NASP's standards for school psychology graduate training programs are reviewed 
every five years under the direction of the Accreditation, Credentialing, and Training 
Committee. The most recent revision began in January 1992 and was formally approved 
by NASP on March 5, 1994. Training standards and credentialing standards must be 
consistent due to their interrelatedness. Therefore, both sets of standards were revised at 
the same time using three different groups of reviewers. The approval process of NASP's 
Standards for Training Programs, Field Placement Programs and Credentialing 
Standards (NASP, 1994) involved extensive review. All relevant parties provided input 
during numerous open sessions at conventions and through many revisions. As a result, it 
is assumed that these standards would reflect training and practice preferences. 
Current State of Training Standards 
The most recent revision of the NASP training standards adopted in 1994 went 
into effect on January 1, 1996, for all school psychology training programs. Program 
reviews, which NASP oversees, following January 1, 1996, have been based on these new 
standards. Presently, NASP identifies 233 school psychology training programs in the 
program directory. Although only 97 of these institutions have NASP approved 
Specialist programs, other programs may meet national standards but have not 
volunteered to be reviewed by NASP. Program accreditation is not required for school 
psychology programs. As mentioned above, NASP credentials only master's, specialist, 
and doctoral level programs in school psychology. The American Psychological 
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Association (APA) also provides program accreditation but only for doctoral level 
programs. 
The training standards described by NASP provide support for comprehensive 
training experiences for school psychologists at the doctoral and specialist level. The 
NASP standards require training programs to offer a broad range of training experiences. 
Psychological foundations, educational foundations, intervention/problem-solving, 
statistics and research methodologies, and professional school psychology are the 5 broad 
content preparation areas recommended (see Appendix A). The standards specify only 
"substantive" preparation which was defined as an "entire course, partial course, portions 
of 1 or more courses, or components of practica or internship experiences" (NASP, 1994, 
p. 9). The vaguely worded requirements for preparation do not objectively define the 
required standard for level of preparation in programs; therefore, training programs are 
allowed to determine the level and amount of training they want to offer in the content 
areas according to the program's emphasis. 
The current standards differ from the previous standards in several ways. First, 
the new standards emphasize the integration of cultural diversity across all preparation 
areas. A second change that was made was a shift toward outcome based assessment of 
program graduates (Reschly & Wilson, 1997). Third, the minimum internship course 
credits required were lowered from 12 to 6 hours which, in turn, changed the minimum 
course requirements from 60 to 54 semester hours. A final change made was combining 
assessment and intervention knowledge bases into one preparation category which 
includes direct and indirect interventions. 
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The changes in the Standards for Training Programs, Field Placement Programs, 
and Credentialing Standards (NASP, 1994) have been designed to meet the changing 
demands of consumers of school psychology services and society. As the societal 
problems change, school psychologists must modify services to meet the needs of 
schools. NASP's role in our changing society is to promote best practices in the school 
psychology training programs and profession. The current literature concerning training 
and practice support the need for modifications in the profession. 
Current Training and Practice 
Over the past two decades school psychology has been going through reform as a 
profession. School psychologists have been trying to broaden the range of services that 
they offer as well as broaden the populations which they serve. With the increase of 
different ethnic and racial groups in the United States, schools are serving far more 
children from diverse cultural, ethnic, experiential, and linguistic backgrounds 
(Ysseldyke et al., 1997). Also, the American society has grown to be much more violent 
and seems to be burdened with many more societal problems than were present just a 
decade or two (Kovaleski, 1988). These changes have lead to many more social problems 
with children and adolescents and a stronger need for mental health services. The 
increasing concerns about student outcomes and escalating violence in the schools have 
created an opportunity for school psychologists to shift from a test-label-place emphasis 
to an emphasis on designing interventions that will meet a child's needs, both 
behaviorally/emotionally and academically. 
The authorization of Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 allowed 
6 
schools to broaden the populations for which they could provide accommodations and 
modifications. Students who are eligible for consideration under Section 504 include 
those that have drug and alcohol dependency, Attention Deficit Disorder (ADD) or 
Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD), communicable diseases, other health 
needs, social maladjustments, learning disabilities, and students removed from special 
education. The intent of Section 504 was to "accommodate" for differences within the 
regular education environment that are comparable to those received by non-disabled 
students. Services that may be rendered include communication between school, parents, 
and community agency, organizational or management changes, alternative teaching 
strategies, or modifying the classroom environment. With the increase of drugs and 
violence in the schools, one can see why such legislation was needed. Thus legislation 
has promoted school psychology to have a role in special needs populations other than 
those served via special education services. 
Despite the legislation reform and the push for professional reform in school 
psychology, has much role change occurred over the last decade in school psychology? 
Or is it just the desire of practicing school psychologists to broaden their roles? A mail 
survey of 1,020 members of NASP was conducted by Costenbader, Swartz, and Petrix 
(1992). According to the results, very little progress has been made over the last decade 
to move professional practice away from the predominant role of assessment. However, 
over the last 5 years practitioners and faculty in training programs have shown slight 
changes in the direction of "more positive [attitudes] toward system reform" (Reschly & 
Wilson, 1995, p. 75). Reschly and Wilson presented results and trends regarding 
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demographic characteristics, current and preferred roles, system reform attitudes, and job 
satisfaction from surveys of school psychology practitioners and faculty. Results showed 
that both practitioners and faculty desired to reduce the emphasis on psychoeducational 
assessment and place more emphasis on direct interventions and problem-solving 
consultation. 
One researcher posed that the slow progress in shifting from a predominant 
assessment role for school psychology can be explained from a behavioral standpoint 
(Kovaleski, 1988). Kovaleski speculated that the current practices of school 
psychologists and special education personnel have developed and been maintained 
because some aspects of the system have selectively reinforced them. For instance, 
school psychologists are being reinforced by parents, teachers, and even administrators 
for their assessment services which they provide in the schools. Parents of children who 
were having difficulty in school often exercise their right to an evaluation of the child's 
problems, which translate into testing by the school psychologist. Teachers also refer 
children for testing because they are having problems in the classroom, whether it be 
behavioral, emotional, or educational. Legal mandates such as Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) and Section 504 include school psychologists in the 
classification process. As a result, these demands for testing have negatively reinforced 
psychologists for overtesting, overidentifying, and overplacing children in special 
education (Kovaleski, 1988). Due to the testing role, other roles of school psychologists 
(behavioral consultation, pre-referral intervention, etc.) that might effectively address 
individual and instructional problems have been met with resistance and often 
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extinguished. 
Another explanation for why little progress has been made in shifting away from 
assessment roles is the traditional training that university programs are still using to train 
school psychologists. The traditional assessment roles do not emphasize the broader 
range of services needed in current practice. The school psychology programs accredited 
by NASP do train their students in a broad range of areas. However, according to 
Standards for Training Programs, Field Placement Programs and Credentialing 
Standards (NASP, 1994), the degree of training in specific areas can be as minimal as 
"exposure" to a given area in a course, field placement, or internship. Despite each 
accredited program meeting NASP standards, programs may differ greatly in their 
program philosophy or emphasis. For example, the program at Eastern Kentucky 
University emphasizes counseling and direct interventions, while Western Kentucky 
University's program emphasizes assessment and indirect interventions. Both programs 
are accredited by NASP as meeting the general training standards. However, they 
approach training in different ways and emphasize different approaches to the practice of 
school psychology. 
Over the last two decades, researchers have identified practice and role trends of 
school psychologists. Practitioners frequently report that they practice what they have 
been trained to do (Prout, 1983; Fisher, Jenkins, & Crumbley, 1986). In other words, 
practitioners did not use measures in which they did not feel skilled or not extensively 
trained. Some of the areas in which practitioners, overall, reported inadequate training 
include projective instruments, socio-emotional assessment, direct and indirect 
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interventions, consultation, neuropsychology, and systematic observations (Barnett, 1986; 
Hynd, Quackenbush, & Obrzut, 1980; Prout, 1983;Reschly & Wilson, 1995; Stewart, 
1986). On the other hand, practitioners reported receiving extensive training in 
intelligence testing, learning disabled populations, mild mental retardation, and behavior 
management (Reschly & Wilson, 1995). This congruence between field practice trends 
and training trends supports the idea that practitioners are devoting most of their time to 
areas where they have received adequate training such as psychoeducational assessment 
and special education classification. In fact, this is the case according to Wilson and 
Reschly (1996), who found that practitioners spend 50-75% of their time on assessment 
related to special education. Training program faculty have also estimated that 
practitioners devote a majority of their time to psychoeducational assessment and a small 
amount of time developing and implementing direct intervention services (Wilson & 
Reschly, 1996). If practitioners practicing what they have been trained to do are spending 
50-75% of their time on assessment, thus one is led to assume that school psychology 
students are not being trained in a broader range of skills and that preparation programs 
are still emphasizing traditional assessment practices. 
The authors of Blueprint for Training and Practice II (Ysseldyke et al., 1997) 
stress that it is the school psychology training programs' responsibility to train new 
graduates in broader areas in order to improve the psychological services available in the 
schools. Blueprint for Training and Practice II (Ysseldyke et al., 1997) does state, 
however, that all school psychologists are not expected to attain a high level of expertise 
in all areas, but should attain a high level of expertise in some important areas. These 
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important areas include data-based decision making, legal and ethical practices, 
interpersonal communication, and student diversity. 
Due to changes in society (violence, drugs, etc.) and the need for broader range of 
services, several researchers have proposed a de-emphasis in testing, assessment, and 
diagnostics in graduate training programs (Prout, 1983; Reschly & Wilson, 1995; Kramer 
& Epps, 1991; Fisher et al., 1986). However, the controversy is still being debated 
between NASP and the APA. APA supports training doctoral level students in a broader 
range of skills, yet does not support specialist level graduates receiving training in these 
broad areas. On the other hand, NASP promotes training specialist and master's level 
students in school psychology in the broader areas. One factor influencing school 
psychology reform is the IDEA legislation. IDEA states that school psychologists with 
Ed.S. training (or the equivalent) are considered entry-level for the purposes of delivering 
related services (Amendments to the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 
1997). More specifically, legislation has already authorized school psychologists to 
provide the related services to children in the schools. 
Another important factor that needs to be taken into consideration is a recent 
publication by Reschly and Wilson (1997). In this research article, Reschly and Wilson 
compiled data from several surveys to predict that specialist level practitioners will 
continue to dominate the profession of school psychology in the future. The premise 
supporting their finding is that the current graduate programs are not in institutions that 
offer doctoral degrees and will continue not to do so in the future. Therefore, with 
almost 80% of all school psychologists holding specialist degrees (Reschly & McMaster-
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Beyer, 1991) and predicted to continue to dominate the profession (Reschly & Wilson, 
1997), it would make sense to provide training in broader areas for Ed.S. graduates or 
master's level graduates as well. 
Despite the huge push for reform, however, specialist and master's level programs 
emphasized psychoeducational assessment (Reschly & McMaster-Beyer, 1991). A 
survey completed by 203 of 231 programs in the United States, investigated the training 
received in doctoral, specialist, and master's level school psychology programs. The 
results showed that doctoral school psychology students are being trained in a broader 
range of skills than the specialist and masters level students (Reschly & McMaster-Beyer, 
1991). 
Recommended Training Changes 
Change needs to begin with the training programs. "Trainers must provide 
students with skills allowing them to move into schools, as well as other agencies, and to 
become agents of change rather than robotic number generators assigning children 
irrelevant labels leading to ineffective programs" (Kramer & Epps, 1991, p. 453). 
Training programs must train psychologists to have a broader range of skills. Several 
studies surveying training program faculty and practitioners have shown close agreement 
regarding the ideal role of school psychologists. Both faculty and practitioners believe 
reform in training practices is needed for school psychology to have greater involvement 
with direct interventions and problem-solving consultation, and a significant, but reduced, 
emphasis on psychoeducational assessment (Reschly & Wilson, 1995; Roberts, 1970; 
Smith, 1984). Kramer and Epps (1991) also recommended that trainers should provide 
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students with skills allowing them to move into schools as well as other agencies. This 
approach would be a good solution to the belief that as school psychologists increasingly 
attempt to broaden their roles (e.g. consultation, mental health interventions) schools have 
and will invent new specialities that will do the testing at lower costs (Kovaleski, 1988). 
Kramer and Epps (1991) identified two problems with the training in school 
psychology programs. First of all, the training programs need to alter the nature and 
focus of assessment skills taught in school psychology programs. Several suggestions for 
de-emphasizing the importance of these skills were discussed. Training programs need to 
begin by devoting less coursework to standardized norm-referenced intellectual and 
academic testing. Too many hours are being devoted to this area which seem to 
emphasize its importance. Also, moving the traditional testing coursework to later in the 
students' training program would help de-emphasize the importance of traditional 
assessment. Yet another suggestion to alter the nature and focus of assessment skills 
taught in school psychology programs is to teach students only basic information about 
tests and testing skills. Trainers should incorporate testing skills in other courses instead 
of devoting an entire course to intelligence testing, for example. 
Second, school psychology programs need to increase and improve the range of 
training options available to school psychology students. Kramer and Epps (1991) 
proposes five ways to expand professional opportunities. First, a greater diversity in 
practicum and internship experiences and an expansion of skills taught is needed. Next, 
an increase in number of training sites is needed in which university trainers can be 
actively involved in supervision. More professional preparation with families is another 
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suggestion. Also cultural and ethnic minority issues should be incorporated into the 
graduate curricula. Finally, a cross-disciplinary and interagency collaboration should be 
included in practica and internship experiences. 
Kramer and Epps (1991) clearly define the current status of the school psychology 
trend..."Trainers talk a great deal about change; however, we are unsure to what extent 
training programs reflect the move toward alternative forms of service delivery so often 
discussed in the literature" (p.460). With the trends to expand professional practice and 
training in mind, prior publications have surveyed practitioners and training program 
faculty to obtain ratings of training quality, continuing educational needs of practitioner, 
current training quality, and needs for developing and improving existing graduate 
programs. The results were very similar with both practitioners and faculty groups 
indicating needs to improve training in the areas of neuropsychology, preschool 
populations, interventions in regular education for students with behavioral and emotional 
problems, and interventions for students with learning problems (Reschly & Wilson, 
1995). However, the greatest changes desired by both faculty and practitioners were in 
assessment, with a decrease in intellectual assessment and report writing, an increase in 
student observations, and no change in personality assessment ( Fein, 1979; Prout, 1983; 
Reschly & Wilson, 1995; Smith, 1984;). In addition, the desire of faculty and 
practitioners was to increase two areas of intervention and decrease in one area. They 
wanted to increase counseling activities and time developing programs, while decreasing 
the time devoted to child-study meetings (Smith, 1984). Practitioners also would like to 
be able to increase the time they spend consulting with parents and teachers along with 
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increasing their time spent with in-service activities (Smith, 1984). These desired roles 
for school psychologists will be very difficult to acquire because of the current and future 
need for involvement in the special education assessment process (Kovaleski, 1988). 
Purpose 
The purpose of the present investigation is to examine current training practices of 
NASP accreditted Ed.S. level programs. Due to the recent revisions of the standards and 
changes in federal legislation, school psychology training programs are having to meet 
changing needs. Past literature has shown that traditional assessment was emphasized in 
school psychology training programs. However, because a push for a broader range of 
services was identified in the NASP standards, special education legislation, and 
professional literature, it can be predicted that school psychology training programs will 
be changing their areas of emphasis to include nontraditional assessment, 
intervention/problem-solving techniques, consultation and other research areas. The 
present investigation examined the differences between programs emphasizing traditional 
assessment and programs emphasizing other content areas. This researcher examined the 
following concerns: 
1. What are the differences between school psychology specialist programs? 
A. What are the differences in the amount of training in content areas? 
B. What are the differences in the level of training in content areas? 
C. What are the differences in the training emphasis of school psychology 
specialist programs? 
Methods 
Participants 
A list of NASP accredited school psychology programs was obtained from the 
NASP Communique (Prus, 1997). The names and addresses of program directors were 
obtained from a list, School Psychology Training Program Directory (August, 1994), 
which was provided by NASP. All 97 of the NASP accredited school psychology 
specialist programs were contacted by mail for this study in May of 1997. The program 
director of each program was asked to be the respondent. The program director received 
a survey and a cover letter (see Appendix B) explaining the significance of the study. 
Procedures 
Questionnaire and questionnaire development. A mail survey was developed for 
the present study to evaluate the amount of training and the level of preparation of a 
provided list of skills (see Appendix C). The 5 broad content areas (traditional 
assessment, nontraditional assessment, intervention, consultation, and other) were 
established from the NASP standards (1994) and professional literature. The skills under 
each broad content area were pulled from additional surveys and research studies 
(Barnett, 1986; Hynd et al., 1980; Reschly & McMaster-Beyer, 1991). The survey was 
based on a fill in the blank scale for the amount of training and two 5-point Likert scales 
for the level of preparation. For the amount of training, respondents were asked to 
indicate the number of required courses and unit(s) provided in each content area. A unit 
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was defined as 2 or more lectures. The rating scale used for the level of preparation of 
program graduates was based on 2 Likert scales ranging from 1 to 5. The first scale 
assessed knowledge level with 1 = limited knowledge base and 5 = extensive knowledge 
base. The second scale assessed application level with 1 = extensive supervision required 
and 5 = limited supervision required. If the area was "not applicable" to a program, NA 
was provided as a response as well. Also, respondents were asked to rank order their 
program's overall training emphasis using the 5 broad content areas listed. To establish 
content validity the survey underwent "expert" review to check for question clarity and 
appropriateness. The experts reviewing the survey consisted of two school psychology 
training faculty with Ph.Ds. Reviewer recommendations and comments were used to 
refine the survey. 
Mailing and processing procedures. Participants were sent a packet containing a 
cover letter (see Appendix B), a questionnaire (see Appendix C), and a stamped, 
addressed return envelope. Each questionnaire was coded with a number to identify the 
program for the purpose of determining which programs returned the questionnaire. A 
statement was included at the bottom of the cover letter providing respondents the option 
to decline participation in the study. These respondents were not sent a second survey. 
Also included at the bottom of the cover letter was a box that could be marked if the 
respondent wanted information regarding the results of the survey. 
Approximately thirty days following the mailing date of the initial packet, a 
second packet was mailed to those programs that had not responded. This packet 
contained a modified cover letter (see Appendix D), emphasizing the importance of the 
study and a high response rate, along with a second survey and a stamped, addressed 
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return envelope. 
Data Analysis 
Descriptive statistics were calculated for all of the survey and research questions. 
As stated previously, Question 1 asked what the differences are between school 
psychology specialist programs. The data was analyzed using t-tests for independent 
samples, descriptive discriminant analysis, content analysis, and Chi Square. For part A 
of Question 1 which asked what the differences are in the amount of training in content 
areas, the t-test for independent samples was calculated. Content analysis and Chi Square 
were also calculated on various questions pertaining to the differences between program 
types and the amount of training. For part B of Question 1 which asked what the 
differences are in the level of training in content areas, descriptive discriminant analysis 
was used. For part C of Question 1 which asked what the differences are in training 
emphasis, descriptive statistics were calculated. 
Results 
As established by the literature review, it was expected that the programs would 
group themselves according to program training emphasis. Therefore, survey results are 
presented for the total usable surveys and for subgroups of the sample based on the type 
of program emphasis. Each survey asked respondents to rank order 5 content areas 
(traditional assessment, nontraditional assessment, intervention, consultation, and other) 
according to their program's primary emphasis as reflected by course coverage and 
program outcomes, goals, and/or philosophy. A total of 51 surveys were used to group 
programs according to program emphasis. Figure 1 provides the results of the ranking of 
program emphasis. Thirty-one programs ranked traditional assessment as their program's 
primary emphasis. This group is referred to as "Traditional Programs" throughout this 
study. Twenty respondents ranked one of the remaining content areas as their primary 
program emphasis. This second group is referred to as "Other Programs" throughout this 
study. Two respondents did not rank a primary emphasis, but noted that content areas 
other than traditional assessment were emphasized. Therefore, these two respondents 
were placed in the second group whose programs do not primarily emphasize traditional 
assessment. One respondent did not appropriately rank order the content areas, hence 
was not included in the usable surveys according to program type. However, this 
respondent was included in the overall descriptive analysis. 
Return rate percentages were tallied based upon the number of surveys sent and 
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Traditional A s s e s s m e n t 
Tradit ional Assessment (N = 31) 
Nontradit ional Assessment (N = 2) 
Consultat ion (N = 5) 
Intervention (N = 11) 
Figure 1. Frequencies and Percentages for Ranking of Program Emphasis. 
Note: While there were 52 respondents to the survey, at times respondents did not 
respond to an item or responded with an unusable response, which resulted in an N of less 
than 52 for some survey items. As noted in the text, only 49 respondents correctly rank 
ordered their program's emphasis. Thus, 3 programs are not included in this figure which 
are included in the results. 
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the number returned within 3 weeks of the second mailing. A total of 56 surveys (58% 
return rate) were returned. Four of the respondents returned the survey indicating that 
they chose not to participate or stated that they did not have an Ed.S. program at their 
university. A total of forty-one surveys were not returned. Several surveys were 
incomplete due to partial responses or confusion on one or more sections of the survey; 
therefore, the number of respondents may vary between questions. When possible those 
surveys were used. The usable response rate was 51 (53% return rate), which included 
the partially incomplete surveys. Response rates of 35-40% (Carlson & Sincavage, 1987; 
Leavell & Lewandowski, 1988) are typical response rates obtained during national 
surveys of school psychologists. The current survey exceeds that response rate norm; 
therefore, the response rate is larger than normally expected. 
The representativeness of this data to all specialist level school psychology 
training programs in the United States was investigated by comparing the data to 
information obtained in the Directory of School Psychology Graduate Programs 
(Thomas, 1998). This current directory reported that 57.3% of all school psychology 
training programs were universities that offered specialist level degrees only. 
Universities offering specialist and doctoral level degrees were reported to be 26.6% of 
all school psychology training programs. The directory also reported the mean number of 
graduates from specialist level programs to be only 8.1. The statistics for mean number 
of faculty were more difficult to compare to our sample because the current directory 
reported only the overall mean which included all the master's, specialist, and doctoral 
level programs. Therefore, the statistics for this area of comparison of samples were a 
rough estimate. The directory indicated that the mean number of faculty at school 
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psychology training programs is 4.07. The comparison of information obtained from the 
Directory of School Psychology Graduate Programs (Thomas, 1998) and the sample data 
of the present study (Table 1) indicates that the programs responding to this study appear 
to consistently represent school psychology specialist level training programs across the 
United States. 
Of the 97 programs that were mailed surveys, the majority of them were at 
universities that offered only the Ed.S in school psychology. The return rate from these 
programs was 53%. The remaining universities that were sent surveys offered an Ed.S 
and a Ph.D. school psychology program. The return rate of these programs was 62%. 
In order to respond to the first research question, "What are the differences 
between school psychology specialist programs?" frequencies and percentages were 
tallied for each survey question. The following sections will be used to answer Question 
1: (a) description of respondents' programs, (b) training emphasis of school psychology 
specialist programs, (c) amount of training in content areas, (d) level of training in 
content areas, and (e) foreseen changes. 
Description of Respondents' Programs 
Table 1 presents demographic information regarding programs responding to the 
survey. The majority of programs offered only the Ed.S. degree in school psychology. 
The overall mean number of full-time faculty at each program was 3.04. The overall 
mean number of graduates from each school psychology program per year was 9.15. 
Traditional Programs and Other Programs reported consistent number of faculty and 
students. 
As stated above, the Other Programs are comprised of respondents reporting that 
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Table 12. 
Descriptive Information of Programs Responding to the Survey 
Overall Tradi t ional 
Emphas is 
Other 
Emphasis 
N u m b e r n M n M n M 
Faculty 52a 3.04 31 2 .90 20 3.25 
Students per year 51a 9.15 31 9.15 20 9.15 
Ed.S. programs O N L Y 36b 20 14 
Ed.S and Ph.D. programs 18b 11 6 
Note: While there were 52 respondents to the survey, at times respondents did not respond to an item or 
responded with an unusable response, which resulted in an N of less than 52 for some survey items. 
d
 n represents the number of total programs responding to the question. Also, one program f rom the Overall 
column was not included in a program emphasis column due to answering the emphasis question 
incorrectly. 
b
 n represents the number of programs responding as indicated. 
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their programs emphasized content areas in addition to traditional assessment. Table 2 
provides the demographic make-up of the Other Programs subgrouping. Due to no 
respondents ranking Other as a primary emphasis, no frequencies could be calculated for 
that emphasis. Respondents reported the number of full-time faculty to be higher at 
programs emphasizing consultation than at programs emphasizing nontraditional 
assessment and intervention. Respondents also reported a higher number of graduates per 
year at programs emphasizing intervention. 
Table 3 contains the frequencies and percentages for the amount of training 
offered in content areas (traditional assessment, nontraditional assessment, interventions, 
consultation, and other) for Traditional Programs and Other Programs. Traditional 
Programs and Other Programs reported offering similar numbers of courses in each 
content area. The majority of Traditional Programs (61.3%) offered 2 to 3 traditional 
assessment courses, while the majority of Other Programs (50%) offered only 2 
traditional assessment courses. The majority of both Traditional Programs (51.7%) and 
Other Programs (65%) reported offering 1 to 2 courses in nontraditional assessment. As 
regards intervention courses, the majority of Traditional Programs (64.5%) offered 2 to 3 
courses, whereas the majority of Other Programs (70%) offered 3 to 5 courses in 
intervention. One consultation course was reported to be offered by the majority of 
respondents from both Traditional Programs (67.7%) and Other Programs (60%). As 
regard Other content area, approximately half of the respondents did not answer this 
question. Of the respondents from Traditional Programs and Other Programs that did 
answer the question, most offered zero to one course. 
Descriptive statistics were also calculated for the Other Program subgroups for the 
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Table 12. 
Descriptive Information for the Other Programs Subgroups of Survey Sample 
Nontraditional Intervention Consultation 
Emphasis Emphasis Emphasis 
Number n* M n M n M 
Faculty 2 2.5 11 3.0 5 3.6 
Students per year 2 7.0 11 10.5 5 7.7 
Ed.S. programs ONLY 1 9 4 
Ed.S. and Ph.D. programs 1 2 1 
Note: While there were a total of 52 overall respondents to the survey, at times 
respondents did not respond to a particular item or responded with an unusable response. 
This resulted in an N of less than 52 for some survey items. 
* n represents the number of programs responding to that question. 
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Table 12. 
Descriptive Analysis of the N u m b e r of Courses Offe red in Content Areas 
N u m b e r of Tradit ional Other 
Courses Programs Programs 
n % M 
Tradit ional 
Assessment 
1.5 
30 
2 6.5 
3.43 19 2 .34 
15.0 
5.0 
Nontradit ional 
Assessment 
4 
5 
6 
7 
11 
0 
1 
11 
j 
2 
2 
21 
2 
10 
6 
25.8 
35.5 
9.7 
6.5 
6.5 
3.2 
3.2 
6.5 
32.3 
19.4 
9.7 
1.62 
10 
2 
2 
16 
7 
6 
50.0 
10.0 
10.0 
5.0 
35.0 
30.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
2.00 
Intervention 30 3.07 3.68 
0 5.0 
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(Table 3, cont inued) 
Consultat ion 
Otherd 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
2 
9 
1 1 
2 
5 
1 
30 
21 
4 
2 
2 
1 
15 
6 
5 
2 
1 
6.5 
29.0 
35.5 
6.5 
16.1 
3.2 
67.7 
12.9 
6.5 
6.5 
3.2 
19.4 
16.1 
6.5 
3.2 
3.2 
1.67 
1.40 
2 
7 
4 
3 
1 
1 
18 
12 
5 
1 
10.0 
35.0 
20.0 
15.0 
5.0 
5.0 
60.0 
25.0 
5.0 
15.0 
15.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
1.39 
1.33 
Note: Whi l e there w e r e 52 r e s p o n d e n t s to the survey , at t i m e s r e s p o n d e n t s did not r e spond to an i tem or r e s p o n d e d wi th an 
unusab l e r e s p o n s e , w h i c h resul ted in an N of less than 52 for s o m e su rvey i tems 
* n r ep resen t s the n u m b e r o f p r o g r a m s r e s p o n d i n g to the ques t ion . 
h % rep re sen t s the pe rcen tage of p r o g r a m s repor t ing the indica ted n u m b e r o f courses . 
' M r ep re sen t s the ave rage n u m b e r o f c o u r s e s in the indicated con ten t area for the p r o g r a m type 
d
 15 m i s s i n g cases f r o m Tradi t iona l P r o g r a m s ; 10 mi s s ing cases f r o m O t h e r P r o g r a m s 
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number of courses in content areas. Frequencies and percentages for programs 
emphasizing nontraditional assessment, intervention, and consultation are provided in 
Appendix E. Programs comprising the Other subgroupings showed consistent profiles 
which seems to varify that Other Programs are fairly homogeneous. 
Training Emphasis 
As noted previously, the surveys were grouped according to self-reported program 
emphasis. The groupings were derived from the rank ordering of the five content areas 
according to each program's primary emphasis. The majority of the respondents (63%) 
ranked traditional assessment as their program's primary emphasis. In addition, 
intervention was ranked second; consultation was ranked third; nontraditional assessment 
was ranked fourth; and other was ranked last by the overall majority of the respondents. 
Figure 1 provides the results of the ranking. 
Amount of Training 
A t-test for independent samples was calculated to compare the means of each 
content area for each type of program. One significant difference was found between 
program types for the amount of training as regards the number of courses offered in 
traditional assessment (t = -2.109, df= 47, g < .05). Traditional Programs offer 
significantly greater number of courses in traditional assessment than Other Programs. 
No other statistically significant differences were found between programs based on the 
number of courses offered in content areas. Table 4 provides means and standard 
deviations for Traditional and Other Programs. 
Respondents were also asked to rate the amount of training in 6 content areas as 
less, equal, or greater in training as compared to 5 years ago. The content areas assessed 
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Table 12. 
Independent t Tests comparing the Number of Courses for Traditional and Other 
Programs in Each Content Area. 
Traditional Programs Other Programs 
M SD M SD t 
Traditional Assessment 3.43 2.02 2.34 1.23 -2.109* 
Nontraditional Assessment 1.62 1.16 2.00 1.37 0.916 
Intervention 3.07 1.28 3.68 1.70 1.444 
Consultation 1.67 1.35 1.39 0.61 -0.823 
Other 1.40 2.29 1.33 1.41 -0.078 
*j> < .05 
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included (a) psychological foundations, (b) educational foundations, (c) assessment, (d) 
interventions, (e) statistics and research, and (f) professional school psychology. The 
results of the Chi-Square analysis indicated only one systematic relationship regarding the 
way the programs responded. A significant difference was found between the expected 
outcome and the actual finding regarding assessment, X2 (2, N=51) = 7.13, p<.05. 
Approximately half of the Traditional Programs have not changed training in assessment; 
however, the remaining Traditional Programs showed shifts by an equal number of them 
increasing and decreasing the amount of training in assessment as compared to 5 years 
ago. No other significant response patterns between programs regarding changes in 
amount of training were found. Table 5 provides the frequencies and percentages of 
changes in amount of training in content areas in the last 5 years for Traditional Programs 
and Other Programs. Intervention was the one content area in which the majority of 
respondents from both Traditional Programs and Other Programs reported an increase in 
amount of training. 
Level of Training 
Respondents were asked to rate the level of training of their program graduates. 
The level of training was measured in the following two ways: (a) level of knowledge and 
(b) level of application (as measured by the extent of supervision needed). The 5 broad 
content areas which include traditional assessment, nontraditional assessment, 
interventions, consultation, and other were divided into subcategories consisting of 
individual skills under each broad content area. A descriptive discriminant analysis 
(DDA) was calculated to assess whether the level of preparation of program graduates 
differed based on program emphasis. DDA is a statistical technique that enables a 
Table 38. 
Frequencies and Percentages for Changes in Amount of Training in Content Areas 
Traditional Programs Other Programs 
Less Equal Greater Less Equal Greater 
Content Area n* % n % n % n % n % n % 
Psychological Foundations 0 - 20 65 11 36 1 5 14 70 5 25 
Educational Foundations 4 13 21 68 6 19 1 5 14 70 5 25 
Assessment 8 26 15 48 8 26 1 5 17 85 2 10 
Intervention 0 - 5 16 26 84 0 - 6 30 14 70 
Statistics and Research 0 - 25 81 6 19 1 5 16 80 3 15 
Professional School Psychology 0 - 17 55 14 45 0 - 11 55 9 45 
* n represents the number of programs responding. 
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researcher to study differences between two or more groups with respect to many 
variables at the same time (Dolenz, 1993). This type of statistical analysis computes a 
linear combination of a set of response variables to maximize between-group separation 
while minimizing within-group variance (Klecka, 1980). DDA also allows control for a 
Type I error. Findings are first presented on the level of knowledge and then on the level 
of application 
Level of knowledge. Traditional Programs rated knowledge of traditional 
assessment techniques significantly higher than Other Programs. Traditional Programs 
rated the level of training in knowledge of bilingual and minority assessments 
significantly lower than Other Programs. Table 6 provides the means, standard 
deviations, univariate statistics and F ratios for the knowledge of traditional and 
nontraditional assessment. 
Several differences were found between types of programs concerning the level of 
training in intervention-based areas. In all of the following areas, Traditional Programs 
rated the knowledge of training to be significantly lower than Other Programs: (a) 
interventions with special populations; (b) home-school collaboration; (c) preventative 
mental health; (d) academic interventions; and (e) community resources. Table 7 
provides the means, standard deviations, univariate statistics and F ratios for knowledge 
of intervention skills. 
In the content area of consultation, Traditional Programs again rated knowledge of 
consultation with parents significantly lower than Other Programs. In the other content 
areas, Traditional Programs rated knowledge of program evaluations significantly lower 
than Other Programs. Table 8 provides the means, standard deviations, univariate 
Table 40. 
Means. Standard Deviations, Univariate Statistics and F Ratios for Knowledge of Traditional and Nontraditional Assessment 
Skill 
Traditional 
M SD 
Other Wilks' F Significance 
Lambda 
M SD 
Traditional Assessment 
Traditional assessment techniques 4.74 0.44 
Interpretation and integration 4.19 0.60 
Assessment of special populations 4.13 0.72 
Projective techniques 
Behavioral rating scales 
Nontraditional Assessment 
2.84 1.29 
4.00 0.77 
4.31 0.60 
4.00 0.82 
5.94 0.93 
2.06 1.29 
4.44 0.63 
.854 
.981 
.987 
.922 
.922 
7.700 .008* 
.854 .360 
.613 .438 
3.808 .057 
3.797 .058 
One or more altern. assess, techn. 3.54 0.88 
Interpretation and integration 3.36 0.91 
4.06 0.97 .995 
3.88 0.86 1.000 
.228 .636 
.010 .920 
UJ 
to 
(Table 6. Continued) 
Bilingual and minority assessments 2.82 0.90 3.41 1.00 .971 1.308 .259 
Preschool age assessments 3.43 1.23 3.53 1.01 .998 .083 .775 
Neuropsychological assessments 2.07 1.09 1.82 1.01 .951 2.256 .140 
Observation techniques 4.18 0.77 4.35 1.07 .966 1.550 .220 
Low incidence assessments 2.61 0.79 2.88 1.05 .994 .260 .613 
Note: While there were a total of 52 overall respondents to the survey, at times respondents did not respond to a particular 
item or responded with an unusable response. This resulted in an N of less than 52 for some survey items. 
* p < .05 
UJ OJ 
Table 42. 
Means. Standard Deviations. Univariate Statistics and F Ratios for Knowledge of Interventions 
Traditional Other Wilks' F Significance 
Lambda 
Skill M SD M SD 
Interventions 
Bilingual and minority interventions 2.81 1.05 
Special populations interventions 3.58 0.81 
Preschool age interventions 3.32 1.01 
Home-school collaboration 3.29 1.01 
Preventitive mental health 
Individual counseling 
Group counseling 
Academic interventions 
3.35 0.84 
3.58 0.99 
3.19 1.17 
3.52 0.85 
3.32 1.12 
4.05 0.71 
3.26 0.93 
1.95 0.62 
3.84 0.76 
3.68 1.00 
3.42 0.96 
4.05 0.62 
.947 
.916 
.999 
.880 
.919 
.997 
.990 
.894 
2.670 
.043 
.127 
.509 
.109 
4.420 .041 = 
.837 
6.538 .014* 
4.245 .045H 
.723 
.479 
5.673 .021 = 
(Table 6. Continued) 
Community resources 3.10 0.91 3.68 0.82 .901 5.300 .026* 
Note: While there were a total of 52 overall respondents to the survey, at times respondents did not respond to a particular 
item or responded with an unusable response. This resulted in an N of less than 52 for some survey items. 
* p < .05 
Table 44. 
Means. Standard Deviat ions, Univariate Statistics and F Ratios for Knowledge of Consultat ion and Other Areas 
Tradit ional Other Wilks' F Significance 
Lambda 
Skill M SD M SD 
Consultat ion 
Consultat ion with parents 
Consultat ion with teachers 
Consul tat ion with communi ty agent 
Other 
Program evaluat ions 
Research strategies 
Resources 
Ethical and legal s tandards 
3.77 0.88 
4.26 0.68 
3.16 1 . 1 0 
2.69 1.35 
3.23 1.37 
4.31 
1.03 
0.62 
4.35 0.59 
4 .50 0.61 
3.60 0.82 
3.40 0.75 
3.30 1.03 
4.05 0.83 
4.50 0.61 
. 881 
.967 
.867 
.909 
.999 
.992 
.975 
6.590 
1.665 
2.340 
4.422 
.036 
.344 
1 . 1 1 2 
.013* 
.203 
.133 
.041* 
.851 
.561 
.297 
Note: Whi l e the re w e r e a total o f 52 overal l r e s p o n d e n t s to the survey , at t imes r e s p o n d e n t s d id not r e spond to a par t icu lar i tem or r e s p o n d e d with an u n u s a b l e r e sponse . Th is resul ted in an 
N o f l c s s than 52 for s o m e su rvey i t ems . 
* 12 < .05 
U> ON 
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statistics, and F ratios for knowledge of consultation and other areas. 
Level of application. The program types differed in only two areas as regards the 
extent of supervision needed. First, Other Programs rated the application of projective 
techniques as needing significantly more supervision than do Traditional Programs. 
Second, Traditional Programs rated application or need for supervision of ethical and 
legal standards to be significantly higher than that of Other Programs. No other 
statistically significant differences were found between program types as regards extent of 
supervision needed in skill areas. See tables 9, 10, and 11. 
Forseen Changes 
Program directors were asked to respond to what program content changes they 
foresee being made in the next 2 years. Content analysis was used to group responses 
into similar categories. Table 12 lists these categories with the frequency that each was 
indicated. Only 35 respondents completed this question. The most frequently indicated 
program change foreseen by respondents dealt with intervention (49%). The smallest 
amount of program change foreseen was increasing traditional assessment (3%). More 
nontraditional assessment was desired by 23% of the respondents as well. Overall, 
approximately half of the respondents indicated a projected change in the "other" 
category. This category included such responses as new faculty, consolidating courses, 
adding multicultural courses, adding a doctoral program, modifying research (thesis) 
requirements and adding more semesters of practicum. 
Table 46. 
Means. Standard Deviations. Univariate Statistics and F Ratios for Application in Traditional and Nontraditional Assessment 
Traditional Other Wilks' F Significance 
Lambda 
Skill M SD M SD 
Traditional Assessment 
Traditional assessment techniques 2.42 1.63 
Interpretation and integration 2.71 1.42 
Assessment of special populations 2.74 1.39 
Projective techniques 3.48 1.43 
Behavioral rating scales 2.58 1.09 
Nontraditional Assessment 
Alternative assessment techniques 3.00 1.17 
Interpretation and integration 2.97 1.09 
3.00 1.41 .969 1.462 .233 
3.00 1.26 .990 .474 .495 
3.00 1.26 .991 .386 .538 
2.50 1.46 .902 4.904 .032* 
2.75 1.48 .996 .199 .658 
2.82 1.29 .995 .228 .636 
3.00 1.17 1.000 .010 .920 
UJ 
00 
(Table 6. Continued) 
Bilingual and minority assessments 3.31 1.07 2.94 1.03 .971 1.308 .259 
Preschool age assessments 3.28 1.19 3.18 1.01 .998 .083 .775 
Neuropsychological assessments 3.83 1.26 3.18 1.67 .951 2.256 .140 
Observation techniques 2.41 1.12 2.88 1.41 .966 1.550 .220 
Low incidence assessments 3.00 1.20 3.18 1.01 .994 .260 .613 
Note: While there were a total of 52 overall respondents to the survey, at times respondents did not respond to a particular 
item or responded with an unusable response. This resulted in an N of less than 52 for some survey items. 
* p < .05 
OJ 
Table 10. 
Means . Standard Deviat ions. Univariate Statistics and F Ratios for Preparation for Applicat ion in Interventions 
Skill 
Tradit ional 
M SD 
Other 
M SD 
Wilks' 
Lambda 
Significance 
Interventions 
Bilingual and minori ty interventions 3.23 1.26 
Special popula t ions interventions 2.71 0.94 
Preschool age interventions 3.13 1.02 
Home-school col laborat ion 2.71 1.01 
Preventi t ive mental health 2 .68 0.94 
Individual counsel ing 3.00 1.18 
Group counsel ing 3.13 1.20 
Academic interventions 2.77 0.92 
3.00 
3.12 
3.21 
2.79 
2.89 
2 .58 
2.84 
1.05 
1.24 
0 .79 
1.08 
0.88 
1.07 
0 .96 
1.15 
.991 
.967 
.998 
.999 
.986 
.968 
.984 
.974 
.428 
1.633 
.088 
.070 
.658 
1.601 
.776 
1.259 
.516 
.207 
.768 
.793 
.421 
.212 
.383 
.267 
o 
(Table 6. Cont inued) 
Communi ty resources 2 .58 1.03 3.05 0.85 .944 2.831 .099 
Note : Whi le there were a total of 52 overall respondents to the survey, at t imes respondents did not respond to a particular item or responded with an 
unusable response. This resulted in an N of less than 52 for some survey items. 
* £ < .05 
Table 11. 
Means . Standard Deviat ions. Univariate Statistics, and F Ratios for Applicat ion in Consul tat ion and Other Areas 
Tradit ional Other Wilks' F Significance 
Lambda 
Skill M SD M SD 
Consultat ion 
Consultat ion with parents 
Consultat ion with teachers 
Consultat ion with communi ty agent 
Other 
Program evaluat ions 
Research strategies 
Resources 
Ethical and le^al s tandards 
2.58 1.03 
2.58 1.26 
2.77 1.06 
2.92 1.44 
2 .78 1.27 
2.23 1.03 
2.31 1.01 
2 .95 1.23 
3.05 1.50 
2.95 0.94 
2.85 0.88 
3.05 1.10 
2 .75 1.29 
3.05 1.47 
.973 
.971 
.993 
.999 
.986 
.950 
.914 
1.343 
1.450 
.366 
.040 
.617 
2.298 
4.122 
.252 
.234 
.548 
.842 
.436 
.137 
.048* 
Note : W h i l e the re w e r e a total o f 5 2 overal l r e s p o n d e n t s to the survey , at t imes r e s p o n d e n t s did not r e spond to a par t icular i tem or r e sponded with an unusab l e r e sponse 
N of less than 52 for s o m e su rvey i tems. 
* E < .05 
Th i s resul ted in an 
K> 
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Table 12. 
Area in Which Respondents Reported a Potential Change 
n* 
Traditional Assessment 
Strengthen traditional assessment 1 
Less traditional assessment 2 
Nontraditional Assessment 
More nontraditional assessment 8 
Intervention 
Additional intervention courses 1 
More intervention-based emphasis 11 
Strengthen intervention 1 
Add Full-Time interventionist faculty 1 
Greater emphasis on preschool population 3 
Consultation 
Strengthen consultation 1 
Increase emphasis on consultation 2 
Increase consultation with parents/families 1 
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(Continuation of Table 12.) 
Area in Which Respondents Reported a Potential Change 
n 
Other 
Upgrading of coursework and supervision 2 
Portfolio assessment 1 
Consolidate a few courses 2 
Adding multicultural course 2 
Additional semesters of practicum 1 
More "applied" activities to reflect "outcome-based" 
performance 2 
More computer applications 2 
New doctoral program 
Better follow up of graduates 
Faculty conduct inservices for local school psychologists 
Change dictated by IDEA Reauthorization 
Modifications in research (thesis) requirements 
New faculty 
Note: Only 35 programs responded to the question; however , responses may have been tallied under 
multiple categories. 
* n represents the number of programs answering as indicated. 
Discussion 
The purpose of this study was to examine the differences between programs 
emphasizing traditional assessment and programs emphasizing other content areas. The 
overview discussed the NASP requirements for accreditation and the vague wording in 
the requirements for training in core content areas. The wording of the requirements does 
not objectively define the amount of training in content areas, thus allowing training 
programs to differ in program philosophy and emphasis. Also stated in the overview was 
a literature-based discussion of the need for changes in the emphasis of school 
psychology training programs due to societal changes. More intervention-based and 
problem-solving services are desired by program faculty and practitioners (Reschly & 
Wilson, 1995; Smith, 1984). Based on the literature regarding the need for school 
psychologists to broaden their roles and services and the resulting changes in training 
standards, it is important to assess the extent of changes in training programs. This 
researcher examined current training practices of NASP accredited specialist programs to 
determine if school psychology training programs are meeting the changing needs of 
society and children in the schools. 
A survey mailed to school psychology specialist programs accredited by NASP 
provided the basis of the present investigation. A large percentage of the program 
directors that responded were from universities that offered only a specialist degree in 
school psychology. The majority of the respondents indicated their program emphasized 
45 
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traditional assessment. Of the remaining programs not emphasizing traditional 
assessment, most reported emphasizing intervention. This information corresponds to the 
literature review which indicates training programs are still emphasizing traditional 
assessment (Costenbader et al., 1992; Wilson & Reschly, 1996). 
The majority of the respondents reported their program offered 2 to 3 traditional 
assessment courses, 1 to 2 nontraditional assessment courses, 3 to 4 intervention courses, 
and 1 to 2 consultation courses. Not surprisingly, the Traditional Programs group offered 
significantly more traditional assessment courses than the Other Programs group. On the 
contrary, the Other Programs group which emphasize other content areas (such as 
intervention, consultation, nontraditional assessment) did not offer significantly more 
courses in these areas than the Traditional Programs group. This outcome may be due to 
the dependent measure. Several respondents indicated confusion on part of that section 
of the survey. 
Many differences were found in the level of training in content areas. The level of 
training for the Traditional Programs group was greater in knowledge of traditional 
assessment techniques than the Other Programs group. Again, this finding would be 
expected following the greater number of courses reported to be offered in traditional 
assessment. On the other hand, the level of training for the Other Programs group was 
greater in knowledge of bilingual and minority assessments, knowledge of interventions 
with special populations, knowledge of home-school collaboration, knowledge of 
preventative mental health, knowledge of academic interventions, knowledge of 
community resources, knowledge of consultation with parents, and knowledge of 
program evaluations. These findings logically follow the premise that the Other 
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Programs group would acquire more knowledge in these areas than would the Traditional 
Programs group. While Costenbader et al. (1992) stated that little progress has been 
made in shifting away from assessment, it appears that a small group of training programs 
are shifting away from emphasizing traditional assessment. These programs, while still 
the minority, are offering a broader range of training. 
Two differences were found between the Traditional Programs group and the 
Other Programs group in reference to the level of training in applying various skills. The 
skill level of application was measured by the extent of supervision program graduates 
need. First, respondents of the Traditional Programs group reported a need for less 
supervision in regard to projective techniques than the Other Programs group. Second, 
the Traditional Programs group reported a need for more supervision concerning ethical 
and legal standards. This finding is somewhat interesting and not apparently connected 
with other findings. 
As for changes programs have undergone in the last 5 years in content areas, only 
one significant relationship was found. The Other Programs group have remained 
consistent regarding the amount of training they offered in assessment by not increasing 
or decreasing the number of courses. On the other hand, while half of the Traditional 
Programs group have remained consistent in the amount of training offered in assessment, 
an equal number of the remaining the Traditional Programs group have shifted by 
increasing and decreasing the amount of training offered in assessment. 
Concerning projected program changes in the next 2 years, the majority of 
respondents reported that a greater emphasis on intervention was desired. Respondents 
also indicated a desired change for a greater emphasis in the following areas: 
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nontraditional assessment, assessment and intervention with infant through preschool 
aged populations, consultation, and integration of technology. The least reported area of 
change was in increasing assessment. Although a few respondents did report a desire to 
decrease assessment, the majority of respondents only mentioned increasing intervention-
based training. 
Limitations of the Study 
When considering the generalizability of this study, a few factors must be 
weighed. This study is limited by the response rate. Although over half of the programs 
responded, almost half of the programs across the United States may not be represented. 
Thus, the representativeness of this study is questionable. Several factors may have 
influenced the return rate. Surveys were sent out during the summer (May) which may 
have affected the return rate. Additional factors that may have impacted the return rate 
are the length of the survey and results being based on a mailed survey rather than an 
interview. 
The validity of survey questions must always be considered. Are the questions 
fully understood by respondents? The variance or lack of variance may sometimes be due 
to respondents perceiving the questions differently. Content validity was assessed by 
educators in the field; however, assessment by a wider number of unbiased professionals 
would have been beneficial. Additional variables that often influence validity such as 
anonymity of respondents and programs participating in the study and the importance of 
the study were addressed. Another limitation of the study is the possible self-serving bias 
of responses. Respondents may have positively exaggerated answers to make their 
program sound better. 
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Further Research 
While the results of this study are believed to provide some valuable information 
regarding the training practices of school psychology specialist programs, further research 
is needed to expand and clarify these results. This survey's methodology can be modified 
to provide more reliable information and a higher response rate. Changes may include a 
soliciting a larger sample size of NASP accredited programs from all three levels 
(master's, specialist, and doctoral) or having graduates of training programs also 
complete the questionnaire. A sample representing all three levels of degrees would 
investigate the degree of differences between the programs and their move toward a 
professional reform. Response rate may be improved by mailing at a different time of 
year when more program directors are working regularly. 
Future Implications 
Overall, results indicate that change is taking place although the majority of the 
respondents' programs still emphasize traditional assessment. Hence, all the talk about 
change in school psychology training programs may be making an impact as programs are 
beginning to move toward an increase in training in a broader range of skills. Although 
results suggest that specialist level programs continue to emphasize traditional 
assessment, many are trying and/or desire to increase intervention-based training. 
Responses indicated that many program directors desired program changes in numerous 
areas which are consistent with the changes in the new standards. Majority of 
respondents indicated a desire to increase direct intervention curriculum and expand on 
nontraditional assessment curriculum. Several respondents also indicated wanting more 
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curriculum training in assessment and intervention of infants through preschool aged 
populations and increase emphasis on consultation. These intervention and nontraditional 
assessment roles are consistent with literature (Fein, 1979; Prout, 1983; Reschly & 
Wilson, 1995; Smith, 1984). 
Overall, the results of this study report that the majority of the training programs 
still emphasize traditional assessment; however, a small group of training programs are 
making a shift to train their graduates in a broader range of skills and services. Because 
school psychologists have reported that they practice what they are 
trained to do (Fisher et al., 1986; Prout, 1983), these results are encouraging. It would be 
interesting, however, to know the sequence of courses offered in the programs' 
curriculum. As Kramer and Epps (1991) suggested, moving traditional assessment 
courses to later in the students' training program help de-emphasize the importance of 
traditional assessment. Results of a follow-up study in a few years to determine if 
programs are making the desired changes would also be interesting. 
As regards program accreditation by NASP, the new standards were implemented 
in January of 1996. School psychology training programs that are NASP accredited 
undergo a full review every 10 years and a partial review every 5 years. Therefore, some 
programs may not have implemented changes reported in the content analysis of this 
study. Also some programs may still be planning and formulating program changes to 
meet the new standards. This review process may explain the slow shift in program 
emphasis that was discovered from the surveys. Hopefully, the information from this 
study will assist in the improvement of school psychology training so that children can 
receive the services they need to become successful, responsible citizens. 
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Current NASP Standards for Training 
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Psychological Foundations 
Biological Bases of Behavior 
Human Learning 
Social and Cultural Bases of Behavior 
Child and Adolescent Development 
Individual Differences 
Educational Foundations 
Instructional Design 
Organization and Operation of Schools 
Intervention/Problem-Solving 
Assessment 
Direct Interventions, both Individual and 
Group 
Indirect Interventions 
Statistics and Research Methodologies 
Research and Evaluation Methods 
Statistics 
Measurement 
Professional School Psychology 
History and Foundations of School 
Psychology 
Legal and Ethical Issues 
Professional Issues and Standards 
Alternative Models for the Delivery of 
School Psychological Services 
Emergent Technologies 
Roles and Functions of the School 
Psychologist 
Note: These standards do not necessarily require that an entire graduate-level course be 
devoted to each of the areas...just requires "substantive" preparation in each of the 
areas. The substantive preparation may be met via an entire course, portions of one or 
more courses, didactic components of practica or internship, or practica or internship 
experiences. 
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Department of Psychology 
502-745-2695 
WESTERN 
KENTUCKY 
UNIVERSITY 
Western Kentucky University 
1 Big Red Way 
Bowling. Green, KY 42101-3576 
May 16, 1997 
Dear Program Director, 
I am writing to request ycur participation in a survey of training practices in school psychology 
Ed.S. programs. The enclosed survey addresses questions regarding the amount of training in 
given areas, the level of preparation of graduate students, and the desire of program faculty to 
increase and/or decrease emphasis in various areas. This information will identify current • 
training practices and provide insight on the perceived level of preparation of program graduates. 
In appreciation for your participation, we will automatically send a summary of results to all 
respondents. Participation in this study is strictly voluntary and you are free to withdraw your 
consent at any time. Surveys are coded to ensure program confidentiality. The coding will only 
be used for the purpose of follow-up mailings. All results will be kept strictly confidential and 
only group results will be reported. Please call us if you have any questions. We would 
appreciate it if you could complete the enclosed survey and return it by June 6, 1997. Faxes 
are welcome. (Should you choose not to participate, please indicate such on the survey and 
return it to avoid follow-up requests.) 
In advance, thank you for your time and participation! 
Sincerely, 
Shawna Ferstl, B.S. 
School Psychology Graduate Student 
Office: (502) 745-6308 
Fax: (502) 745-2939 
Elizab&h Jones, P Vp., NCSP 
Associate Professc 
School Psychology Program 
Office: (502) 745-4414 
Fax: (502) 745-6934 
E-mail: elizabeth.jones@wku.edu 
Equal Education and Employment Opportunities 
Hearing Impaired Only. 502-745-53-89 The Spirit Makes the Master Internet URL: http://www.wku.edu 
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No. 
Survey of School Psychology SPECIALIST Programs 
A. For each of the content areas listed, please indicate the number of required course offerings (including 
practica) your program provides in each content area. (Unit = 2 or more lectures) 
AMOUNT of training Required Courses Unit(s) 
1. Traditional assessment (e.g. intelligence, 
adaptive behavior, achievement) 
2. Nontraditional assessment (e.g. CBM, 
systematic observations, interviews, ecological 
assessment) 
3. Interventions (specific strategies such as 
behavior management, preventative programs, counseling) 
4. Consultation (e.g. collaborative, mental health, 
behavioral, problem-solving) 
5. Other (e.g. grant writing, preparing inservices, 
accessing resources) 
B. What is your perception of your program graduates level of preparedness in knowledge and application of skills to 
provide psychological services in an educational setting in each of the following areas? Application refers to the amount of 
supervision necessary. ("NA" stands for "Not Applicable or Not Covered in the program") 
KNOWLEDGE 
Limited Extensive 
Traditional Assessment 
1. Traditional assessment techniques 1 2 
(e.g. instruments, design, administration, scoring) 
2. Interpretation and integration 
of assessment results 1 2 
3. Assessment of special populations (e.g. mentally 
disabled, learning disabled, emotionally disturbed, 
and gifted and talented students) 1 2 
4. Projective techniques 1 2 
5. Behavioral rating scales 1 2 
3 4 5 NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
APPLICATION 
Extensive Limited 
Supervision Supervision 
3 4 5 
1 2 3 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
Nontraditional Assessment 
6. One or more alternative assessment 
techniques (e.g. CBA/CBM, ecological, dynamic, 
play-based) 1 
7. Interpretation and integration 
of nontraditional assessment 1 
8. Assessment and intervention with 
bilingual and minority individuals 1 
9. Assessment and intervention 
with preschool age children 1 
10. Neuropsychological assessment 1 
11. Observation techniques 
(e.g. systematic, anecdotal) 1 
12. Low incidence assessments (e.g. severe & 
Interventions 
13. Intervention with bilingual 
2 3 4 5 NA 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
2 3 4 5 NA 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
2 3 4 5 NA 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
2 3 4 5 NA 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
2 3 4 5 NA 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
2 3 4 5 NA 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
2 3 4 5 NA 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
2 3 4 5 NA 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
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KNOWLEDGE 
Limited Extensive 
14. Interventions with special populations (e.g. mentally 
disabled, learning disabled, emotionally disturbed, 
and gifted and talented students) 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
15. Intervention with preschool age children 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
16. Home-school collaboration 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
17. Preventative mental health (e.g. anger management, 
social skills training, drug education, crisis 
management plan) 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
18. Preventative and remedial individual 
counseling techniques 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
19. Preventative and remedial group 
counseling techniques 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
20. Preventative and remedial intervention techniques 
to improve or enhance academic performance 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
21. Community resources 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
Consultation 
22. Consultation with parents 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
23. Consultation with teachers and other 
appropriate school personnel 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
24. Consultation with community agent 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
Other 
25. Program evaluation 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
26. Research strategies (e.g. grant writing, inservices) 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
27. Resources (e.g. PsychLit, Internet, library, Burros) 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
28. Ethical and legal standards 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
APPLICATION 
Extensive 
Supervision 
Limited 
Supervision 
2 3 
2 3 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
C. Rank order the following areas (as defined in Section A) according to your program's primary emphasis as reflected b; 
course coverage and program outcomes, goals, and/or philosophy. Please use all numbers 1-5. (1 = most emphasis and 
5 = least emphasis) 
Traditional Assessment 
Nontraditional Assessment 
Intervention 
Consultation 
Other: (e.g. grant writing, 
inservices) 
D. Rate your program's amount of training in the following areas as GKEA TER or LESS or EQUAL in training as 
compared to S YEARS AGO. CIRCLE YOUR ANSWER. 
PSYCHOLOGICAL FOUNDATIONS GREATER LESS EQUAL 
EDUCATIONAL FOUNDATIONS GREATER LESS EQUAL 
ASSESSMENT. GREATER LESS EQUAL 
INTERVENTIONS GREATER LESS EQUAL 
STATISTICS AND RESEARCH GREATER LESS EQUAL 
PROFESSIONAL SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGY GREATER LESS EQUAL 
E. Program Background Information: 
1. Number FULL-TIME school psychology faculty_ 2. Average number of graduates/year_ 
F. What program content changes do you foresee being made in the next 2 years?_ 
G. Any COMMENTS would be greatly appreciated.. 
THANK YOU FOR TAKING THE TIME TO FILL OUT THIS SURVEY! 
Appendix D 
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D e p a r t m e n t of Psychology 
502-745-2695 
WESTERN 
KENTUCKY 
UNIVERSITY 
W e s t e r n K e n t u c k y Univers i ty 
1 Big Red W a y 
Bowling G r e e n , KY 42101-355 [ 76 
June 16, 1997 
Dear Program Director, 
About two weeks ago I wrote to you seeking information about your training practices in your 
school psychology Ed.S. program. As of today, I have not yet received your completed 
questionnaire. If you have recently completed and returned it, please accept my sincere thanks. 
If not, I am writing to you again to urge that you please do so. The enclosed survey addresses 
questions regarding the amount of training in given areas, the level of preparation of graduate 
students, and the desire of program faculty to increase and/or decrease emphasis in various areas. 
This information will identify current training practices and provide insight on the perceived 
level of preparation of program graduates. 
Because of the relatively small sample size, it is very important that every university complete 
and return their questionnaire. In appreciation for your participation, we will automatically 
send a summary of results to all respondents. Participation in this study is strictly voluntary 
and you are free to withdraw your consent at any time. Surveys are coded to ensure program 
confidentiality. The coding will only be used for the purpose of follow-up mailings. All results 
will be kept strictly confidential and only group results will be reported. If you feel there may 
be someone more qualified to complete the survey, then please forward the survey to that 
person. Please call us if you have any questions. We would appreciate it if you could complete 
the enclosed survey and return it by July 3,1997. Faxes are welcome. (Should you choose 
not to participate, please indicate such on the survey and return it to avoid follow-up requests.) 
In the event that your questionnaire has been misplaced, a replacement is enclosed. Your 
cooperation is greatly appreciated. In advance, thank you for your time and participation! 
Sincerely, 
Shawna Ferstl, B.S. 
School Psychology Graduate Student 
Office: (502) 745-6308 
Fax: (502) 745-2939 
School Psychology Program 
Office: (502) 745-4414 
E-mail: elizabeth.jones@wku.edu 
Equal Education and Employment Opportunities 
Hearing Impaued Only: 502-745-53-89 The Spirit Makes the Master Internet URL: http://www.wku.edu 
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Appendix E. 
Descriptive analysis of the Number of Courses in Content Areas for the Other Subgroups 
N u m b e r of Nontradi t ional Intervention Consultat ion 
Courses Emphasis Emphas is Emphasis 
% M n % M n % M 
Tradit ional 2 1.25 11 2.7 5 2.4 
Assessment 
1 1 50 1 9 
1.5 1 50 
2 - - 6 55 4 80 
3 1 9 -
4 - 2 18 1 20 
6 1 9 - -
Nontradi t ional 2 3 8 1.9 5 1.4 
Assessment 
1 - 5 63 3 60 
2 1 50 2 25 2 40 
4 1 50 
6 1 13 
Intervention 2 4.5 11 3.6 5 3.8 
0 1 20 
2 - 1 9 1 20 
3 - 5 46 1 20 
4 1 50 3 27 -
5 1 50 1 9 
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(Appendix E, continued) 
6 - - 1 9 1 20 
8 - - 1 2 0 
Consultat ion 2 1.5 10 1.2 5 1.4 
1 1 50 8 80 3 60 
2 1 50 2 20 2 40 
Other - - 6 1.5 3 1.7 
0 2 33 1 33 
1 - 2 33 1 33 
3 - 1 17 - -
4 1 17 1 33 
Note: Whi le there were 52 respondents to the survey, at t imes respondents did not respond to an item or 
responded with an unusable response, which resulted in an N of less than 52 for some survey items. 
* n represents the number of programs that responded to that question. 
